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Figure  5-1.  ATCCS  automation  alternatives 
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Figure  5-6.  Summary  of  alternatives  attributes 
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Figure  5-7.  Generalized  summary  of  alternatives'  attributes 


gure  F-1.  The  ATCCS  CBA  study  methodology 
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Figure  G-1.  Matrix  for  scoring  of  alternatives  against  CCPE 


Figure  G-2.  Average  individual  CCPE  scores 
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FIRST  CCPE  STRONGLY  MORE  IMPORTANT 
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(Relative  Importance) 
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*  CR  -  .118 

*  The  consistency  ratio  (CR)  is  a  comparison  of  the  consistency  of  the 
Judgements  made  to  total  randomness.  A  CR  of  less  than  or  equal  to  .1  is 
considered  acceptable.  Obviously  CR  -  .118  is  slightly  above  the  acceptable 
amount.  A  change  in  the  weights  of  the  CCPE  will  be  addressed  under 
sensitivity. 


Figure  G-4.  CCPE  weights 


Figure  G-5.  Interim  contribution  score  determined 
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gure  G-10.  Example  pairwise  comparison  of  decision 
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Figure  G-12.  Scoring  of  the  alternatives 


